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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I. What is the Consolidated Plan?  

Lexington County carries out federal programs administered by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD). The Consolidated Plan is the document that Lexington County 
submits to HUD as an application for funding for the following programs: 
 

 HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) 

 Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) 
 
¢ƘŜ ƭŜŀŘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Consolidated Plan is the 
Lexington County Grant Programs Division. 
 
The Consolidated Plan establishes a unified, coordinated vision for community development 
actions for the upcoming five years. Key elements of this Consolidated Plan are its emphasis on 
citizen participation and the collaborative nature of the process. Lexington County uses the 
input from citizens and its community development partners to determine its housing and 
community development needs, develop strategies for addressing those needs, and undertake 
specific actions consistent with those strategies. 

II.  The Planning Process 

LexiƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Community Development Department is the lead agency responsible for 
overseeing the development of the Consolidated Plan. As the lead agency, the County plays an 
oversight role in helping all unincorporated areas in administering the programs covered by the 
Consolidated Plan. In developing the plan, Lexington County worked closely with each locality 
to insure that strategies were developed to address the needs for affordable housing as well as 
non-housing community development. These efforts aǊŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ 
involve ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ  
 
The County used several means of soliciting citizen participation and consulted with community 
stakeholders, public and private partners, as well as faith-based organizations. The process, 
which included advertisements in state and local newspapers, public notices, public meetings, 
surveys, stakeholder consultations, and e-mails, is summarized below. [ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
complete Citizen Participation Plan is included as Appendix A and copies of the public notices 
are included in Appendix C.  
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A. Public Meetings and Hearings 

In an effort to insure the greatest level of public participation, the County held a series of 
meetings designed to discuss the planning process and to solicit input on community needs. 
Notification for these meetings was made to insure the maximum level of participation with 
flyers that were posted in the County Administration Building, local churches, and the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
website. Notifications were also sent to state and local agencies, nonprofit organizations, 
subrecipients as well as verbal and written invitations. Meetings were held at times and 
locations convenient to residents and stakeholders. The dates, times and locations for the 
meetings included the following:   
 

 Public hearing at the County of Lexington Administration Building ς August 17, 2009 at 
6:00 p.m. 

 

 Public hearing in the Town of Batesburg- Leesville ς September 17, 2009 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

 Stakeholders Meeting at the County of Lexington Administration Building ς October 21, 
2009 at 1:00 p.m. 

 
¢ƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻŦ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ сл ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ 
and groups. Minutes of the two public hearings are included in Appendix D. In addition, 31 
persons attended the stakeholders meeting. Information from this meeting is included in 
Appendix E. Additional comments on drafts of the Consolidated Plan were solicited from the 
public during a 30-day comment period. Copies of drafts of the plan were made available to all 
interested parties interested in making comments. A ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 
concerning the Consolidated Plan are included in Appendix B. 
 
Citizens who were not in attendance at the public meetings elected to participate though an 
online Needs Assessment Survey. Surveys were used as an effort to extend citizen participation 
ōŜȅƻƴŘ I¦5Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǳǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 
regarding community needs. A total of 58 surveys were completed and the results of the survey 
are included in Appendix F. 
 
Extensive efforts were made to broaden public participation in the development of Lexington 
CountyΩǎ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ tlan. Outreach was made to insure the inclusion of minorities and non-
English speaking persons, as well as those with disabilities through flyers and announcements 
that were made in area churches, flyers that were placed in public buildings, and the official 
County website. Notifications were sent to local agencies, service providers, and non profits 
that serve these populations as well as the general public.  
 
¢ƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ 
are given a 30 day comment period to comment on the Consolidated Plan. All meetings that are 
held are open to all segments of the community with accommodations being made for those 
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with disabilities and consideration for those who are employed. Time and accessible locations 
for meetings are key factors that are considered for insuring the maximum level of citizen 
involvement in the planning process. All media venues are used effectively and the state and 
local newspapers are a source for publishing advertisements about the Consolidated Plan. 
 
While not every activity recommended can be funded due to the vast amount of community 
needs and limited funding, all comments have been considered for inclusion of the final 
document. Priority will be given to those activities which serve the greatest number of needs 
through the coordination of resources and collaborative efforts. Emphasis will be placed on 
partnering to address community needs and the leveraging of resources. 
 
Several issues emerged during the citizen participation meetings. The following are issues that 
were cited: 
 

 Affordable Housing    
 

 Housing for the homeless 
 

 Youth services 
 

 Handicap accessibility 
 

 Infrastructure 
 

 Traffic and transportation 
 

 Job development and employment 
 

 Business development and new industry 
 

 Services for the elderly 

III.  Identification of Priority Needs 

Based on community input, existing program capacity, and analyses of the data, the County has 
identified six priority needs as part of the Consolidated Planning process, along with specific 
strategies to address each need. In upcoming sections of the Consolidated Plan, each of the 
priority areas are described and accompanied by a detailed table of strategies and performance 
outcomes. In this table, each strategy is assigned a plan number and has been linked to the 
HUD goals it advances. The strategies to address each need are further defined through 
multiple, measurable community outcomes.  
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¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ I¦5Ωǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ 
goals of: providing decent housing; providing a suitable living environment; and expanding 
economic opportunities. The six guiding priorities for the next five years are as follows: 
 

 Priority Need 1:  Ensure adequate and dependable public facilities are available to 
provide for basic and essential needs and services. 

 Priority Need 2:  Ensure adequate and safe infrastructure to meet basic needs of 
residents. 

 Priority Need 3:  Establish or support programs that provide needed public services 
and/or increase the level of service provided by existing programs.  

 Priority Need 4:  Support and provide assistance to nonprofit and for-profit entities that 
create, increase or retain employment opportunities for LMI persons.  

 Priority Need 5:  Provide and/or support adequate, safe and affordable housing.  

 Priority Need 6:  Provide mechanisms and forums for collaboration, coordination, and 
capacity building. 

IV. Priority Housing Needs, Strategies and Objectives  

A. Priority Need 1: Adequate and Dependable Public Facilities 

Ensure adequate and dependable public facilities are available to provide for basic and essential 
needs and services. The provision of adequate and accessible public facilities is an integral 
component of a long-ǘŜǊƳ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
that adequate and dependable public facilities are available to provide for basic and essential 
needs and services. HUD defines public facilities as facilities that are either publicly owned or 
traditionally provided by government, or owned by a non-profit organization and operated to 
serve the general public. Such facilities include fire stations, libraries, senior centers, health 
centers, playgrounds, etc.  
 
The scope of public facilities requires that these strategies be undertaken in close coordination 
with other County Departments. The public facility projects to be undertaken will help improve 
the quality of life for County residents, particularly low and moderate-income persons and 
communities.  

B. Priority Need 2: Adequate and Safe Infrastructure  

Ensure adequate and safe infrastructure to meet basic needs of residents. ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜΦ !ƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
provision of infrastructure ς such as water and sewer, roads, and sidewalks ς demonstrates the 
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CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ [ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ 
Proposed investments in infrastructure include improvements to water and sewer, roads, 
sidewalks, solid waste disposal, flood and storm water drainage, and other infrastructure 
related needs that are provided by government or other public or private nonprofit entities to 
serve the basic needs and ensure the safety of the community. The infrastructure projects to be 
undertaken will help improve the quality of life for low and moderate-income persons and 
communities, attract new residential and commercial development, and spur job creation.  

C. Priority Need 3: Public Service 

Establish or support programs that provide needed public services and/or increase the level of 
service provided by existing programs. Public services are the programs provided by local 
government and other nonprofit entities that meet the health, welfare, and public safety needs 
of its residents. The overall objective is to establish programs that provide needed new public 
services and/or increase the level and effectiveness of existing programs and services. Special 
populations to be addressed include the elderly, victims of domestic violence, homeless, the 
disabled, residents with health concerns, etc. All projects will primarily serve low and 
moderate-income persons and communities. 

D. Priority Need 4 ɀ Creation and Retention of Employment 
Opportunities   

Support and provide assistance to nonprofit and for-profit entities that create, increase or 
retain employment opportunities for low- and moderate-income residents. The local economy 
affects every aspect of community life ς from jobs and taxes to environmental quality. A 
healthy economic climate fosters greater income potential for County residents, a supportive 
environment for business and industry to succeed, and increased fiscal stability of local 
governments to maintain community services and infrastructure. The availability of rewarding 
employment opportunities is a vital component in achieving community sustainability. The 
ability of residents to live near their place of work and the provision of goods and services 
locally are major factors in a successful economy. Economic development strategies will include 
assistance provided to nonprofit and for-profit entities that create or retain employment 
opportunities for County residents, as well as infrastructure investments that promote the 
expansion and location of commercial and industrial facilities and the revitalization of blighted 
areas. All projects will benefit low and moderate-income persons and communities. 

E. Priority Need 5: Adequate, Safe, and Affordable Housing  

Provide and/or support adequate, safe, and affordable housing. Lexington County recognizes 
that the availability of safe and affordable housing is a fundamental community need. The 
County uses its annual allocation of HOME funds, which are dedicated for housing, to shape its 
efforts and programs related to affordable housing. The County proposes to support projects 
that provide counseling and education, provide homeownership assistance, rehabilitate existing 
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housing, improve accessibility for disabled homeowners, and support Community Housing 
Development Organizations (CHDO) to develop affordable housing. Funded projects primarily 
serve low- and moderate-income persons and communities. Lexington County will work to 
tailor its housing support to ensure it complements the goals of the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. This federally-funded programτoperated by the State of South Carolinaτwas 
established to help stabilize communities that have suffered from foreclosures and 
abandonment. 

F. Priority Need 6: Collaboration, Coordination, and Capacity 
Building  

Provide mechanisms and forums for collaboration, coordination, and community capacity 
building. Lexington County employs diverse methods to encourage participation from residents, 
community stakeholders, and existing and potential community development partners. The 
ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊΩǎ ŦƻǊǳƳ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ tƭŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛƳƛlar 
organizational structures may be used to gather information, identify and prioritize community 
needs and develop strategies and actions, identify resources and initiatives, and promote the 
coordination of resources and collaboration among agencies. The organized efforts will include 
state, regional, and county agencies and community service providers involved in housing, 
health services, transportation, recreation, education, and social services. On-going promotion 
of community and neighborhood involvement in the planning process will strengthen 
implementation efforts, accountability and responsiveness of programs. 

V. Proposed Funding  

Table 1 shows the funding available to Lexington County for the fiscal year 2010-2011 from the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
 

Table 1. Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Funding 

Source of Funds Amount 

Community Development Block Grant $ 1,651,400 

HOME Investment Partnership Program $659,481 

Total $2,310,881 

VI. Proposed Activities and Projects  

The following tables show the summary of activities and associated proposed projects. Detailed 
descriptions of the projects are included in Appendix G. 
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Table 2. Summary of Activities for FY10-11 

Program Revenue Program Expenses 

CDBG Budget Summary 

Allocation for FY10-11 
Unexpended Funds 

$1,630,118 
21,282 

Recommended Projects 
Rehab Program Project Delivery Costs 
Program Administration 

$1,428,339 
21,075 

201,986 

Subtotal CDBG  $1,651,400 Subtotal CDBG  $1,651,400 

 

HOME Budget Summary 

Allocation for FY09-10 
General Fund* 

$634,481 
25,000 

Recommended Projects 
Program Administration 

$571,003 
88,478 

Subtotal HOME $659,481 Subtotal HOME $659,481 

Total $2,310,881 Total $2,310,881 

* Covers administrative costs above cap. 

 
Table 3. Proposed Projects 

Project Funding 

CDBG Projects 

Pelion Family Practice 
Eau Claire Cooperative Health Centers  

$597,000 

BLEC Building Renovations  
Brookland Center for Community Economic Change  

$165,480    

Brookland Pediatrics Center Extension 
Eau Claire Cooperative Health Centers 

$125,000 

North Oak Street Sidewalk 
Town of Batesburg-Leesville  

$99,388 

Leaphart Place Community Building Renovation 
Growing Home Southeast 

$45,621 

Work Activity Center Storage Units 
Babcock Center 

$4,120 

Julius Felder Housing Rehabilitation 
Cayce Housing Authority  

$200,000 

Rural Mobile Food Pantry 
Harvest Hope Food Bank 

$135,000 

Afterschool Program Scholarships 
Lexington Family YMCA  

$56,730  

Total $1,428,339 

 

HOME Projects 

Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO) $200,000 

Homeownership Assistance Program  $200,000 

Housing Rehabilitation Program $171,033 

Subtotal HOME Projects $571,033 

 



Lexington County, South Carolina  2010-2014 Consolidated Plan 

 8 

 

INTRODUCTION 

I. What is the Consolidated Plan?  

Lexington County carries out federal programs administered by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD). The Consolidated Plan is the document that Lexington County 
submits to HUD as an application for funding for the following programs: 
 

 HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) 

 Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) 
 
¢ƘŜ ƭŜŀŘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Consolidated Plan is the 
Lexington County Grant Programs Division. 
 
The Consolidated Plan establishes a unified, coordinated vision for community development 
actions for the upcoming five years. Key elements of this Consolidated Plan are its emphasis on 
citizen participation and the collaborative nature of the process. Lexington County uses the 
input from citizens and its community development partners to determine its housing and 
community development needs, develop strategies for addressing those needs and undertake 
specific actions consistent with those strategies. 

II.  The Planning Process 

[ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Community Development Department is the lead agency responsible for 
overseeing the development of the Consolidated Plan. As the lead agency, the County plays an 
oversight role in helping all unincorporated areas in administering the programs covered by the 
Consolidated Plan. In developing the plan, Lexington County worked closely with each locality 
to insure that strategies were developed to address the needs for affordable housing as well as 
non-housing community development. ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ 
involve ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ  
 
The County used several means of soliciting citizen participation and consulted with community 
stakeholders, public and private partners, as well as faith-based organizations. The process, 
which included advertisements in state and local newspapers, public notices, public meetings, 
surveys, stakeholder consultations, and e-mails, is summarized below. [ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
complete Citizen Participation Plan is included as Appendix A and copies of the public notices 
are included in Appendix C.  
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A. Public Meetings and Hearings 

In an effort to insure the greatest level of public participation, the County held a series of 
meetings designed to discuss the planning process and to solicit input on community needs. 
Notification for these meetings was made to insure the maximum level of participation with 
flyers that were posted in the County Administration BuilŘƛƴƎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƘǳǊŎƘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
website. Notifications were also sent to state and local agencies, nonprofit organizations, 
subrecipients as well as verbal and written invitations. Meetings were held at times and 
locations convenient to residents and stakeholders. The dates, times and locations for the 
meetings included the following:   
 

 Public hearing at the County of Lexington Administration Building ς August 17, 2009 at 
6:00 p.m. 

 

 Public hearing in the Town of Batesburg- Leesville ς September 17, 2009 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

 Stakeholders Meeting at the County of Lexington Administration Building ς October 21, 
2009 at 6:00 p.m. 

 
¢ƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻŦ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ 60 individuals 
and groups. Minutes of the two public hearings are included in Appendix D. In addition, 31 
persons attended the stakeholders meeting. Information from this meeting is included in 
Appendix E. Additional comments on drafts of the Consolidated Plan were solicited from the 
public during a 30-day comment period. Copies of drafts of the plan were made available to all 
interested parties interested in making comments. A ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 
concerning the Consolidated Plan are included in Appendix B. 
 
Citizens who were not in attendance at the public meetings elected to participate though an 
online Needs Assessment Survey. Surveys were used as an effort to extend citizen participation 
ōŜȅƻƴŘ I¦5Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǳǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛve citizen participation feedback 
regarding community needs. A total of 58 surveys were completed and the results of the survey 
are included in Appendix F. 
 
Extensive efforts were made to broaden public participation in the development of Lexington 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩs Consolidated Plan. Outreach was made to insure the inclusion of minorities and non-
English speaking persons, as well as those with disabilities through flyers and announcements 
that were made in area churches, flyers that were placed in public buildings, and the official 
County website. Notifications were sent to local agencies, service providers, and non profits 
that serve these populations as well as the general public.  
 
¢ƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜsted agencies 
are given a 30 day comment period to comment on the Consolidated Plan. All meetings that are 
held are open to all segments of the community with accommodations being made for those 
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with disabilities and consideration for those who are employed. Time and accessible locations 
for meetings are key factors that are considered for insuring the maximum level of citizen 
involvement in the planning process. All media venues are used effectively and the state and 
local newspapers are a source for publishing advertisements about the Consolidated Plan. 
 
While not every activity recommended can be funded due to the vast amount of community 
needs and limited funding, all comments have been considered for inclusion of the final 
document. Priority will be given to those activities which serve the greatest number of needs 
through the coordination of resources and collaborative efforts. Emphasis will be placed on 
partnering to address community needs and the leveraging of resources. 
 
Several issues emerged during the citizen participation meetings. The following are issues that 
were cited: 
 

 Affordable Housing    
 

 Housing for the homeless 
 

 Youth services 
 

 Handicap accessibility 
 

 Infrastructure 
 

 Traffic and transportation 
 

 Job development and employment 
 

 Business development and new industry 
 

 Services for the elderly 
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COMMUNITY PROFILE 

I. Overview  

Comprised only of a handful of small South Carolina frontier settlements in the early 1700s, 
Lexington County entered the 21st century as the state's second fastest growing county. Major 
travel routesτthe Congaree River, the Charleston to Augusta Railroad, and various trade 
routesτwere instrumental in the area's early development. These same factors fuel Lexington 
County's growth today.  
 
Located in the Columbia Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), the county contains a portion of 
the state's capital city of Columbia, two interstate highways (I-20 and I-26), and Lake Murray, 
one of South Carolina's most popular recreational lakes. Lexington's strategic location in the 
center of the state, its accessibility to major transportation networks, and its natural and 
recreational amenities have combined to fuel the county's sustained residential, commercial 
and economic growth in recent decades. Figure 1 depicts the location of the county within the 
state and the municipalities, communities and major features such as interstates within 
Lexington County. 
 

Figure 1. Lexington County Location Map 

 



Lexington County, South Carolina  2010-2014 Consolidated Plan 

 12 

A. Government Structure  

Lexington County has operated under a council-administrator form of government since 
January 1976. The nine members of the County Council are elected from single-member 
districts for four-year terms. The Council elects a chair and vice-chair for a term of one year at 
the initial meeting of the council in January of each year. In general, the functions of the Council 
include: 
 

 Adopting and amending legislation; 
 

 Establishing funding needs and priorities; 
 

 Determining the County taxes to be levied; 
 

 Approving contracts, agreements, and bids; and  
 

 Appointing residents to boards, commissions, and committees. 
 
The County Administrator is appointed by the County Council and oversees the day-to-day 
operations of the County, including administrative oversight of all County departments over 
which the County Council has authority. Lexington County has more than 1,400 employees, 
including thirty-six department directors. There are also six constitutional officers elected 
countywide for the offices of Sheriff, Auditor, Clerk of Court, Treasurer, Coroner, and Register 
of Deeds. Three appointed judges also serve as department heads for the Probate, Master-in-
Equity, and Chief Magistrate offices. 

B. General Market Conditions 

Socio-economic data provide a necessary foundation for effective planning efforts and help 
local decision-makers and service providers develop a clear picture of the human characteristics 
of the community. Information such as the following, along with other related factors, is 
instrumental in guiding the development of relevant policies, programs, and services to meet 
the need of low-income and special needs populations: 
 

 Number of residents, along with their race, age composition, and family status 
 

 Income and employment data 
 

 Health and public safety statistics 
 

 Household characteristics 
 

 Information on educational attainment  
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1. Population  

In 2000 Lexington County's population was 216,014 and by 2009 it had risen to 245,856. From 
1990 to 2000 Lexington County's population increased by 28.9 percent (an increase of 48,403 
people), and by 2009 by another 13.8 percent (an increase of 29,105 people). Figure 2 
illustrates the population distribution within the County. The more rural areas of the County in 
the southeast, west, and southwest are less populated. The highest population concentrations 
occur in the eastern portion of the County nearest the City of Columbia and along the Calhoun 
County border. The tracts in and surrounding the Town of Lexington, the Red Bank area located 
south of I-20, and areas to the west of the cities of Cayce and West Columbia and the town of 
Springdale, have densities that indicate a transition to suburban development. 
 

Figure 2. Lexington County Population (2009) 

 

 
Table 4. Population General Demographics1 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2004 Estimate 2009 Projection 

Percent Change 

1990 to 
2000 

2004 to 
2009 

Total Population 167,501   216,014   229,751   245,856   29.00% 7.00% 

Total Households 61,592   83,240   92,730   103,895   35.10% 12.00% 

Gender 

Male 81,613 48.70% 104,977 48.60% 111,755 48.60% 119,739 48.70% 28.60% 7.10% 

Female 85,888 51.30% 111,037 51.40% 117,996 51.40% 126,117 51.30% 29.30% 6.90% 

                                                 
1
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. 
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2. Age of Population  

The County has experienced a general aging of its resident population with the population over 
the age of 65 increasing significantly more rapidly than the rate of increase of the population as 
a whole. This resulted in the median age of the total population increasing from 37.5 in 2004 to 
38.9 in 2009. 
 

Table 5. Population by Age2 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2004 Estimate 2009 Projection 

Percent Change 

1990 to 
2000 

2004 to 
2009 

0 to 4 12,166 7.30% 14,762 6.80% 14,814 6.50% 15,447 6.30% 21.30% 4.30% 

5 to 14 24,477 14.60% 32,246 14.90% 30,839 13.40% 31,178 12.70% 31.70% 1.10% 

15 to 19 12,715 7.60% 14,495 6.70% 15,079 6.60% 16,536 6.70% 14.00% 9.70% 

20 to 24 11,845 7.10% 12,684 5.90% 14,827 6.50% 15,719 6.40% 7.10% 6.00% 

25 to 34 29,778 17.80% 31,137 14.40% 30,818 13.40% 30,841 12.50% 4.60% 0.10% 

35 to 44 28,731 17.20% 37,197 17.20% 36,659 16.00% 35,385 14.40% 29.50% -3.50% 

45 to 54 19,611 11.70% 31,828 14.70% 35,712 15.50% 38,645 15.70% 62.30% 8.20% 

55 to 64 13,300 7.90% 19,676 9.10% 25,478 11.10% 31,419 12.80% 47.90% 23.30% 

65 to 74 9,579 5.70% 12,225 5.70% 14,266 6.20% 18,125 7.40% 27.60% 27.10% 

75 to 84 4,221 2.50% 7,352 3.40% 8,132 3.50% 9,167 3.70% 74.20% 12.70% 

85+ 1,083 0.70% 2,412 1.10% 3,127 1.40% 3,394 1.40% 122.70% 8.50% 

 Median Age 

Total Population 32.6   35.8   37.5   38.9   9.50% 4.00% 

3. Marital Status  

Table 6. Marital Status3 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2007 Estimate 2012 Projection 

Change 

1990-
2000 

2007-
2012 

Population Age 15 or 
Older 

130,863   169,006   194,049   210,016   29.10% 8.20% 

Married, Spouse 
Present 

80,228 61.30% 97,071 57.40% 111,961 57.70% 121,455 57.80% 21.00% 8.50% 

Married, Spouse 
Absent 

3,322 2.50% 7,630 4.50% 8,612 4.40% 9,241 4.40% 129.70% 7.30% 

Divorced 10,294 7.90% 16,339 9.70% 18,779 9.70% 20,336 9.70% 58.70% 8.30% 

Widowed 7,560 5.80% 10,155 6.00% 11,533 5.90% 12,427 5.90% 34.30% 7.80% 

Never Married 29,457 22.50% 37,811 22.40% 43,164 22.20% 46,557 22.20% 28.40% 7.90% 

                                                 
2
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. 

3
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. Because 

data for 2009 are not consistently available, in some instances 2007-2012 or 2008-2013 data are used. 
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4. Minority Composition  

Lexington County continues to become slightly more diverse with increasing black and Hispanic 
minority populations. Black population increased by an additional 9.1 percent between 2004 
and 2009, and Hispanic population by 27.5 percent. 
 

Table 7. Population by Race/Ethnicity4 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2004 Estimate 2009 Projection 

Percent Change 

1990 to 
2000 

2004 to 
2009 

White 147,356 88.00% 181,844 84.20% 192,875 84.00% 205,795 83.70% 23.40% 6.70% 

Black 18,437 11.00% 27,274 12.60% 29,565 12.90% 32,268 13.10% 47.90% 9.10% 

American Indian 
or Alaska Native 

330 0.20% 725 0.30% 771 0.30% 825 0.30% 119.70% 7.00% 

Asian 1,010 0.60% 2,342 1.10% 2,480 1.10% 2,638 1.10% 131.90% 6.40% 

Some Other Race 368 0.20% 1,706 0.80% 1,808 0.80% 1,926 0.80% 363.60% 6.50% 

Two or More 
Races 

    2,123 1.00% 2,252 1.00% 2,404 1.00%   6.70% 

 Ethnicity  

Hispanic Ethnicity 1,302 0.80% 4,146 1.90% 5,244 2.30% 6,686 2.70% 218.40% 27.50% 

Not Hispanic or 
Latino 

166,199 99.20% 211,868 98.10% 224,507 97.70% 239,170 97.30% 27.50% 6.50% 

5. Income 

The County has realized a slight improvement in the general wealth of the population. An 
increasing number of households raised their income levels, most likely as a result of the 
general improvement in economic conditions among the residents of the midlands region of 
the state around the capital of Columbia during the early portion of the period 2004 to 2009. 
 

Table 8. Households by Income5 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2004 Estimate 2009 Projection 

Percent Change 

1990 to 
2000 

2004 to 
2009 

$0 - $15,000 11,305 18.40% 10,431 12.50% 11,041 11.90% 11,595 11.20% -7.70% 5.00% 

$15,000 - $24,999 10,403 16.90% 10,582 12.70% 10,661 11.50% 10,057 9.70% 1.70% -5.70% 

$25,000 - $34,999 11,179 18.20% 10,755 12.90% 11,038 11.90% 11,625 11.20% -3.80% 5.30% 

$35,000 - $49,999 13,114 21.30% 14,578 17.50% 15,551 16.80% 15,312 14.70% 11.20% -1.50% 

$50,000 - $74,999 10,849 17.60% 18,426 22.10% 20,082 21.70% 21,316 20.50% 219.20% 6.10% 

$75,000 - $99,999 2,904 4.70% 10,239 12.30% 12,705 13.70% 15,855 15.30% 252.60% 24.80% 

$100,000 - $149,999 1,324 2.10% 5,954 7.20% 8,582 9.30% 13,217 12.70% 349.70% 54.00% 

$150,000 and Over 498 0.80% 2,275 2.70% 3,070 3.30% 4,918 4.70% 356.80% 60.20% 

 

Average HH Income $38,332    $54,131    $58,230    $58,509    41.20% 0.50% 

Median HH Income $32,918    $44,705    $47,991    $53,329    35.80% 11.10% 

Per Capita Income $14,156    $20,859    $23,502    $24,899    47.40% 5.90% 

                                                 
4
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. 

5
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. 
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6. Employment and Business  

The trend of increasing incomes was supported by a steady rate of employment of around 96 
percent of the population with more than 70 percent of the population over the age of 16 in 
the labor force through 2008. 
 

Table 9. Employment and Business6 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2008 Estimate 2013 Projection 

Change 

1990-
2000 

2008-
2013 

Population Age 16 or 
Older 

128,368   165,839   195,007   212,827   29.20% 9.10% 

In Labor Force 93,354 72.70% 115,218 69.50% 136,857 70.20% 149,239 70.10% 23.40% 9.00% 

Employed 89,499 95.90% 110,429 95.80% 131,285 95.90% 143,126 95.90% 23.40% 9.00% 

Unemployed 3,450 3.70% 4,279 3.70% 5,167 3.80% 5,666 3.80% 24.00% 9.70% 

In Armed Forces 386 0.30% 510 0.40% 405 0.30% 447 0.30% 32.10% 10.40% 

Not in Labor Force 35,014 27.30% 50,621 30.50% 58,150 29.80% 63,588 29.90% 44.60% 9.40% 

Number of Employees 
(Daytime Population) 

        104,599           

Number of 
Establishments 

        9,110           

Employees in Blue 
Collar Occupations 

    40,009 36.20%             

Employees in White 
Collar Occupations 

    70,420 63.80%             

7. Housing Units  

With increasing incomes and a steady rate of employment, the housing stock also continued to 
grow throughout the past decade. 
 

Table 10. Housing Units7 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2007 Estimate 2012 Projection 

Change 

1990-
2000 

2007-
2012 

Owner Occupied 46,869 69.40% 64,265 70.60% 67,821 65.80% 70,218 63.00% 37.10% 3.50% 

Renter Occupied 14,723 21.80% 18,975 20.90% 25,167 24.40% 29,291 26.30% 28.90% 16.40% 

Vacant 5,918 8.80% 7,738 8.50% 10,051 9.80% 11,924 10.70% 30.80% 18.60% 

Total 67,510   90,978   103,039   111,433   34.80% 8.10% 

                                                 
6
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. Because 

data for 2009 are not consistently available, in some instances 2007-2012 or 2008-2013 data are used. 
7
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. Because 

data for 2009 are not consistently available, in some instances 2007-2012 or 2008-2013 data are used. 
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8. Education  

Reflecting the increase among the entry level worker age group and the combination of modest 
increases among the 25 to 34 and 45 to 54 year age groups and absolute losses among the 35 
to 44 year age groups (all prime child rearing age groups) the county is expecting substantial 
decreases in their school-age populations. The kindergarten through grade 8 school age 
population is projected to decrease by more than 29 percent and the grades 9 through 12 
school age population by more than 11 percent. 
 

Table 11. Education Attainment8 

Description 1990 Census 2000 Census 2007 Estimate 2012 Projection 

Change 

1990-
2000 

2007-
2012 

Population Age 25 or 
Older 

106,303   141,827   162,437   175,697   33.40% 8.20% 

Grade K-8 8,976 8.40% 6,466 4.60% 4,962 3.10% 3,517 2.00% -28.00% -29.10% 

Grade 9-12 15,188 14.30% 16,566 11.70% 14,781 9.10% 13,091 7.50% 9.10% -11.40% 

High School Graduate 32,207 30.30% 41,774 29.50% 48,239 29.70% 52,115 29.70% 29.70% 8.00% 

Some College, No 
Degree 

19,128 18.00% 29,604 20.90% 31,172 19.20% 31,543 18.00% 54.80% 1.20% 

Associates Degree 8,535 8.00% 11,444 8.10% 18,218 11.20% 23,354 13.30% 34.10% 28.20% 

Bachelor's Degree 14,920 14.00% 24,128 17.00% 29,759 18.30% 33,500 19.10% 61.70% 12.60% 

Graduate Degree 7,355 6.90% 10,780 7.60% 15,306 9.40% 18,577 10.60% 46.60% 21.40% 

No Schooling 
Completed 

    1,065 0.80%             

C. Supply and Demand 

Favorable market conditions exist in the Lexington submarket of the larger Columbia MSA and 
support the continued limited production of approximately 400 new rental units from 2004 
through 2007. Through the 1990s, about 1,300 single-family unit permits were issued a year in 
the Lexington submarket. In the Lexington submarket, as of mid-2004, the new developments 
are concentrated near Lake Murray. Prices in new developments range from approximately 
$70,000 for a starter home to more than $700,000 for a custom luxury home. Although some 
speculative homes are being built, most homebuilders delay pulling a building permit until a 
sales contract is executed. 
 
From 1990 through 1999, approximately 2,100 units (single family and multi-family) were 
permitted in the Lexington submarket. More than 93 percent of the permits issued were for 
rental units in projects consisting of five or more units per building. About 3 percent of the 
permits were for duplexes, which tend to be owner-occupied units. The remaining 4 percent of 
the permits were for triplexes and quadruplexes, which are typically rental units. In the 
Lexington submarket, the years 1993 through 1995 experienced the most activity when nearly 
50 percent of the multi-family units were permitted. 

                                                 
8
 Data obtained from the Central Midlands Council of Governments and are the most recent available. Because 

data for 2009 are not consistently available, in some instances 2007-2012 or 2008-2013 data are used. 
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Even as the economy began to contract in 2000 and 2001, very strong multi-family permit 
activity persisted in some submarkets of the Columbia MSA, of which Lexington is a part. 
However, activity fell off sharply in the Lexington submarket in 2000, and only 79 multi-family 
units were permitted. In 2001, the number of multi-family units picked up dramatically with 
420 units permitted. Since 2001, activity in the Lexington submarket decreased significantly. 
Approximately 390 were permitted from 2002 to2004, less than the total number of permits 
issued in 2001.9  

1. Housing Units  

Lexington County has been experiencing a 
steady growth in the number of housing units 
and this growth is shown in the figure to the 
right. During the decade of the 2000s, the 
overall inventory of housing units increased 
by 16.7 percent. Between 1990 and 2000, the 
number of housing units grew to 106,582 
total units.  
 
Building permit data also reflects a rapid 
development. The County issued permits for 
16,372 new housing units between 2000 and 
2008. Yet the slump in the housing market, 
starting the year 2007 and continuing through 2009, has led to a decrease in residential 
building permits (21.8 percent drop in building permits between 2006 and 2007, and 38.4 
percent between 2007 and 2008). 
 

Figure 4. Residential Building Permit Activity 

 

                                                 
9
 Source: Analysis of the Columbia-Lexington, South Carolina Housing Market as of August 1, 2004; U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Policy Development and Research. 

Figure 3. Housing Growth 
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2. Housing Mix  

The figure below depicts the total mix of housing structures by the classifications of single-
family, multi-family and mobile homes/other. Compared to the State, Lexington County has a 
slightly larger percentage of single-family units and mobile home units, but a smaller 
percentage of multi-family units. 
 

Figure 5. Units in Structures 

 

3. Age of Housing 

Lexington County has had two distinctly strong periods of residential growth. First in the decade 
of the 1970s, some 21,924 units were built. Then in the 1990s, 25,618 units were constructed. 
However, the first decade of the 21st century has seen a slowing of activity. In the first five years 
of the decade, a 9.4 percent decrease was realized compared to a similar period in the previous 
decade. However, the period from 2005 to 2008 has seen a marked and steep drop off in 
housing development activity. 
 

Figure 6. Age of Housing 
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4. Occupancy 

[ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǾŀŎŀƴŎȅ ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ нллт ǿŀǎ 7.9 percent, a full percentage point higher than in 
нллсΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ мрΦу ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛƴ нллт ǿŀǎ лΦп ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴ нллсΦ 
When the various separate communities in the county are compared to one another, a 
considerable range becomes evident. The various municipalities within Lexington County 
together have a total of more than 2,600 vacant units for an overall vacancy rate of 6.8 percent. 
This ranges from a low of 3.1 percent in Pine Ridge to a high of 14.5 percent in Swansea. 
 
High vacancy rates typically suggest an excess of housing units relative to demand. The 
proximity of eastern Lexington County to the vigorous Columbia job market is responsible for 
the generally lower vacancy rates in that part of the county. 
 

Figure 7. Vacancy Rates by Census Tract 

 

5. Tenure  

The 2000 homeownership rate for Lexington County was 77.2 percent, which was higher than 
both the statewide average of 72.2 percent and the nationwide rate of 66.2 percent. However, 
by 2006 that rate had slipped to 75.2 percent in the county, following a statewide trend that 
ƘŀŘ ƭƻǿŜǊŜŘ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƻ тлΦо ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƘŜŀǾƛŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜ 
owners are in the Cayce, Springdale, Pine Ridge, Swansea, and Gaston areas, as well as in the 
areas adjacent to Lake Murray. Other areas exhibiting high rates of homeownership east of the 
town of Gilbert, south of Highway 1, west of State Highway 378, and bounded by Aiken County 
on the southwest. The areas west of the town of Lexington and the City of West Columbia have 
the lowest rate of homeownership. 
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Figure 8. Homeownership Rates 

 

6. Home Value 

Lexington County had an owner-occupied dwelling median in 2000 of $106,300 published by 
the 2000 Census. This value is greater than the State of South Carolina 2000 median owner-
occupied dwelling value of $94,900. The residential housing values in 2006 in Lexington County 
are greater than the Census values accounted for in the year 2000. The values have increased 
by $19,300 or 18.2 percent to $125,600 by 2006. In 2008 more than 61 percent of all housing in 
Lexington County is valued at $150,000 or less. The census reported 101,592 homes in the year 
2006 meaning that this county has gone through a high level of growth, adding a sum of 10,226 
homes since 2000, or 11.2 percent.10  
 

                                                 
10

 http://www.ecanned.com/V2/lexington-county-south-carolina/2006-housing-report-for-lexington-county-south-
carolina.html 
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Figure 9. Housing Units by Value 

 

7. Cost of Housing Stock 

The median monthly housing costs for mortgaged owners was $1,126, for non-mortgaged 
owners $332, and for renters $685. Twenty-seven percent of owners with mortgages, 14 
percent of owners without mortgages, and 39 percent of renters in Lexington County spent 30 
percent or more of household income on housing.11 

8. Local Housing Statistics  

For towns within Lexington County, the following table provides a summary of local housing 
statistics. 
 

                                                 
11

 Source: American Community Survey, 2005-2007 
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Table 12. Summary Housing Statistics for Lexington County Towns 
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Batesburg- 
Leesville 2,167 279 19 88.6% 11.4% 1,463 704 67.6% 32.4% 2.48 2.55 

Cayce 5,133 384 16 93.1% 6.9% 3,364 1,769 65.6% 34.4% 2.32 2.44 

Chapin 249 12 - 95.5% 4.5% 220 29 88.4% 11.6% 2.49 2.79 

Gaston 484 48 3 91.0% 9.0% 399 85 82.5% 17.5% 2.69 2.72 

Gilbert 181 14 - 92.9% 7.1% 150 31 82.9% 17.1% 2.76 2.77 

Irmo 3,911 155 2 96.2% 3.8% 3,347 564 85.6% 14.4% 2.81 2.85 

Lexington 3,644 381 9 90.6% 9.4% 2,591 1,053 71.2% 28.8% 2.68 2.08 

Oak Grove 3,368 258 10 92.9% 7.1% 2,582 786 76.7% 23.3% 2.48 2.25 

Pelion 192 19 1 91.0% 9.0% 169 23 88.1% 11.9% 2.69 2.74 

Pine Ridge 606 20 1 96.9% 3.1% 518 88 85.5% 14.5% 2.66 2.47 

Red Bank 3,281 217 5 93.8% 6.2% 2,767 514 84.4% 15.6% 2.72 2.47 

Seven Oaks 6,633 346 11 95.1% 4.9% 4,046 2,587 61.0% 39.0% 2.47 2.17 

Swansea 224 38 4 85.5% 14.5% 152 72 67.9% 32.1% 2.30 2.56 

West Columbia 5,968 468 22 92.8% 7.2% 3,239 2,729 54.3% 45.7% 2.14 2.12 

Total 36,041 2,639 103 93.2% 6.8% 25,007 11,034 69.4% 30.6%   

Source: www.maps-n-stats.com/us_sc.html 

9. Workforce  Housing and Affordability  

In Lexington County, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $710. To 
afford this level of rent and utilities, without paying more than 30 percent of its income on 
housing, a household must earn $2,367 monthly or $28,400 annually. Assuming a 40-hour work 
week for 52 weeks per year, this income level translates into a Housing Wage of $13.65. 
 
To afford the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner (earning an hourly 
wage of $6.55) must work 83 hours per week, 52 weeks per year. Or, a household must include 
2.1 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.  
 
The estimated average wage for a renter is $10.18 an hour in Lexington County. To afford the 
FMR for a two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 54 hours per week, 52 
weeks per year. Or, working 40 hours per week year-round, a household must include 1.3 
workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.  
 
Monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments for an individual are $674 in Lexington 
County. If SSI represents an individual's sole source of income, $202 in monthly rent is 
affordable, while the FMR for a one-bedroom is $637. 
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Table 13. Housing Affordability 

Unit Size 2009 FMR 

Annual 
Income 

Needed to 
Afford FMR 

% of Family 
AMI Needed 

to Afford 
FMR 

Housing 
Wage as % 
of Minimum 

Wage 

Housing 
Wage as % 

of Mean 
Renter Wage 

Jobs at Mean 
Renter Wage 
Needed to 
Afford FMR 

0-Bedroom $585 $23,400 38% 172% 110% 1.1 

1-Bedroom $637 $25,480 41% 187% 120% 1.2 

2-Bedroom $710 $28,400 46% 208% 134% 1.3 

3-Bedroom $877 $35,080 56% 257% 166% 1.7 

4-Bedroom $905 $36,200 58% 266% 171% 1.7 

Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition ï Out of Reach 2009 

 
As the table above shows, the average renter in Lexington County must work 1.1 jobs at the 
mean renter wage of $10.18 per hour just to be able to afford a studio (zero-bedroom) 
apartment. And if that average renter has a family to support and requires a two-bedroom 
ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƻ ϷнуΣплл ƛƴ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ 
salary is $34,587. This will mean that such a household will have to spend 82 percent of its 
income on housing alone, while 41 percent of rental households will not be able to afford that 
two-bedroom apartment at all. This will lead to doubling up and overcrowding, as households 
share accommodations, and a dampening of job creation for entry level positions which pay at 
ƻǊ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ.  
 
What this means to the average hourly worker is that a significant number of service works 
essential to the continuing economic vitality of Lexington County cannot readily afford the cost 
of basic housing without incurring a housing burden of more than 30 percent of their income. 
The chart below illustrates many of the types of workers who, without incurring a housing 
burden, cannot afford to house themselves and their families in Lexington County. 
 
!ƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ ŘŜǎigned to reflect local market conditions. 
For instance, recognizing the need to rehabilitate substandard housing units, the County has 
responded with housing rehabilitation programs. Likewise, in order to increase the rate of 
homeownership in the county, the County provides a homebuyer assistance program to assist 
with down payment and closing costs. These are just a couple of examples of how the CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
market-driven programs are responsive to the needs of its citizens. 
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Figure 10. Rental Market 

 
2008 Fair Market Rent: 

1BR Unit $637 per month 
2BR Unit $710 per month 

 

 
©Copyright 2000-2009 Center for Housing Policy 

Rental data are from HUDôs report on fair market rents for the year 2009 and are based on a survey or recently occupied units. 
The hourly wage needed to afford is the hourly wage that must be earned so that this rent does not exceed 30 percent of 
income, a standard measure of affordability. It is based on a concept developed by the National Low Income Housing Coalition. 

Wage data are as of November, 2008 and were obtained from a propriety database of salary information by geographic location 
maintained by Salary.com. 

D. Supply and Demand for Public and Assisted Housing 

1. Public Housing  

The Cayce Housing Authority is the only public housing agency functioning in Lexington County. 
The Columbia Housing Authority maintains the waiting list of the Cayce Housing Authority. On 
February 4, 2005, there were over 4,514 families on the total waiting list for housing. The 
number of applicants that have requested housing in Cayce is 290, the only city in Lexington 
County with an active public housing program. 
 
The waiting list indicates there is a need for additional one, two, and three bedroom units. The 
Columbia Housing Authority has been approved to receive County CDBG funding for 10 
rehabilitated units in the Cayce area. The Board of Commissioners of the Cayce Housing 
Authority will consider all opportunities to increase the amount of available affordable housing 
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during the next five years. The agency continues to cooperate with the City of Cayce 
Government in regards to housing programs. 
 
There is no Public Housing Authority for residents living in the unincorporated areas of the 
County. The Cayce Housing Authority assists 40 households in four different housing 
communities in the City of Cayce. The Section 8 Housing Voucher Program administered by the 
South Carolina State Housing Finance and Development Authority is the primary mechanism for 
public rental assistance for most County residents. In recent years the emphasis of the Section 8 
program has shifted from project-based housing assistance, where housing units are subsidized, 
to tenant-based assistance, where tenants are given funds to subsidize the housing of their 
choice within program guidelines for cost and other associated standards. In 2005 there were 
1,149 families in Lexington County receiving project and tenant-based rental assistance. 

2. Other Assisted Housing 

Other resources available in Lexington County to provide affordable housing options include 
the following federal, state and local programs. 

a) Project-Based Section 8 Assistance 

In addition to the Section 8 tenant-based assistance program, rental assistance under the 
Section 8 program can also be project-based. The assistance is provided directly from HUD to 
project owners that rent apartments to qualifying tenants.  

b) Federal Housing Administration Mortgage Insurance Program s 

Section 221(d)(3) and 221(d)(4) insures mortgage loans to facilitate the new construction or 
substantial rehabilitation of multi-family rental or cooperative housing for moderate-income 
families, the elderly, and the handicapped. Single Room Occupancy (SRO) projects may also be 
insured under this section. 

c) Section 202 Elderly and 811 Handicapped Housing Programs 

Sections 202 Elderly and 811 Handicapped Housing programs allow long-term direct loans to 
private nonprofit sponsors, such as religious groups or agencies for the handicapped, to finance 
rental or cooperative housing facilities for the elderly or handicapped persons. Households of 
one or more persons, the head of which is at least 62 years old or is handicapped, are eligible 
for this assisted housing. 

d) Rural Development  

¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ Rural Development provides direct or guaranteed loans 
and grants for the purchase and development of decent housing in rural areas. Rural Rental 
Housing loans are made to finance the construction and site development of multi-family 
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apartment for people with low, very low, and moderate incomes. In some projects, units are 
reserved for people aged 62 and over.  

e) Multi -family  Tax Exempt Bond Financing Program 

The State's Multi-family Tax Exempt Bond Financing Program provides permanent financing for 
properties being developed for multi-family rental use. Owners must agree to rent some of the 
apartments in projects to low- and moderate-income tenants for at least 15 years. To qualify 
for financing, for-profit or nonprofit development teams should have sufficient experience in 
designing and developing affordable multi-family rental housing to assure the successful 
completion and operation of the projects. 

f)  Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program 

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) provides a dollar-for-dollar reduction in 
tax liability to owners of affordable rental housing for the acquisition and substantial 
rehabilitation or construction of projects where some of the apartments are rented to low-
income individuals and families. Since 1996, the state has provided a LIHTC to three projects, 
which consists of 242 low-income units. 

g) Assisted Housing in Lexington County 

Table 14 lists affordable housing projects available in Lexington County. These projects have 
been assisted with a variety of federal, state, and local resources (as described above). The rent 
for assisted units is set at a price that is affordable to households with low to moderate 
incomes depending on the funding program. Assistance types vary from project to project and 
include rent subsidies, below market rate financing, and/or tax credits. 
 

Table 14. Assisted Housing in Lexington County 

Project City Assistance 
Total 
Units 

Assisted 
Units 

Family Elderly Disabled 

Abbott Arms Cayce  Section 8  100 100  ̧   

AHEPA 284-III Columbia  43    ̧  

Asbury Arms  West Columbia 202  56 56  ̧  ̧  ̧

Chimney Ridge I  Lexington  LIHTC 151 151  ̧   

Chimney Ridge II  Lexington  LIHTC 48 48  ̧  ̧  ̧

Churchwood Lexington  Rural Development 48 48  ̧   ̧

Columbia Ridge II Columbia LIHTC 36 36    

Creek View 
Batesburg-
Leesville  

Rural Development, 
LIHTC 

60 60  ̧  ̧  ̧

Creekside 
Batesburg-
Leesville  

Rural Development 40 40  ̧   ̧

Elm Creek Swansea LIHTC 40 40  ̧   

Fern Hall Lexington LIHTC 40 40  ̧   

Fern Hall Crossing Lexington LIHTC 48 48  ̧   

Garden Manor  Lexington  207  112 112  ̧   

Gault Grove Cayce  20     ̧

Gentle Pines West Columbia Section 8, LIHTC  150 150  ̧   
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Table 14. Assisted Housing in Lexington County 

Project City Assistance 
Total 
Units 

Assisted 
Units 

Family Elderly Disabled 

Irmo Village  Irmo  221(d)4  80 80  ̧  ̧  ̧

Lauren Ridge Lexington TE Bonds 216 168    

Leesville Gardens  
Batesburg-
Leesville  

Section 8  60 60  ̧  ̧  ̧

Lexington Downs  Lexington  Rural Development 48 48  ̧   

Lexington Four-
Ninety  

Lexington  
202, Section 8 
Rental Assistance 

16 16    ̧

Lexington Residential 
Alternative 

Batesburg-
Leesville  

202, Section 8  8 8    ̧

Lexington South  Lexington  
202, Section 8 
Rental Assistance 

16 16    ̧

Lorick Street  Cayce  Section 8, LIHTC 3 3   ̧  

Middle Street Cayce LIHTC 3 3  ̧   

Oak Hill Swansea   24 24  ̧   

Palmetto Pointe 
Townhouses 

Columbia LIHTC 179 179  ̧   

Park North Lexington  221(d)4  84 84  ̧  ̧  ̧

Park Place West  West Columbia 221(d)4  88 88  ̧   

Peppertree  
Batesburg-
Leesville  

Rural Development 12 12  ̧   

Ramblewood 
Batesburg-
Leesville  

Rural Development 64 64  ̧   

River Oaks Irmo LIHTC 100 100  ̧   

Saluda Vistas West Columbia TE Bonds 208 208    

Sandstone Columbia  20     ̧

Sandwood West Columbia       ̧

Scarlett Oaks  Lexington  
Rural Development, 
LIHTC 

40 40   ̧  ̧

Stoney Creek Columbia TE Bonds 196 147    

Sweetbriar Lexington  
Rural Development, 
LIHTC 

48 48  ̧   

Taylor Road Cayce LIHTC 2 2  ̧   

Town & Country  
 

Lexington  
Rural Development, 
LIHTC, TE Bonds 

46 46  ̧   ̧

Westbridge West Columbia 
Section 8 Rental & 
Project Based, 
LIHTC  

112 112  ̧   ̧

Westfield Gardens  Lexington  
Rural Development, 
LIHTC 

24 24  ̧   ̧

Williams Manor Swansea  Rural Development 12 12  ̧   ̧

 
While this table does not include every assisted project in Lexington County, it does provide a 
comprehensive list of available projects, the types of assistance provided, and the targeting. 
Projects that might be in danger of being lost from the assisted housing inventory include 
federal LIHTC projects that are at or nearing the expiration of their compliance period. Projects 
that received tax credits before 2000 could reach the end of the 15-year compliance period 
during the term of this Consolidated Plan and include the following: 
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 Town & County (1988 award) 
 

 Westfield Gardens (1988 award) 
 

 Lorick Street (1988 award) 
 

 Gentle Pines (1989 award) 
 

 Westbridge (1990 award) 
 

 Middle Street (1990 award) 
 

 Scarlett Oaks (1991 award) 
 

 River Oaks (1992 award) 
 

 Palmetto Pointe Townhouses (1994 award) 
 

 Chimney Ridge (1994 award) 
 

 Creek View (1995 award) 
 

 Elm Creek (1997 award) 

II.  Housing Needs Assessment 

In evaluating housing needs, Lexington County analyzed the needs of households at various 
income levels, which includes extremely low-income, very low-income, low-income, and 
moderate- to upper-income as defined below: 
 

 Extremely low-income households are households earning 30 percent or less of the area 
median income (adjusted for family size). Given that the aggregate area median 
household income for Lexington County (which is included in the Columbia MSA) in 
2009 is $62,100 (for a household of four), households earning $18,630 or less annually 
are considered extremely low-income. 

 

 Very low-income households are households earning between 31 percent and 50 
percent of the area median household income (adjusted for family size). Given that the 
aggregate area median household income for Lexington County in 2009 is $62,100 (for a 
household of four), households earning $31,050 or less annually are considered very 
low-income. 
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 Low-income households are those earning between 51 and 80 percent of the area 
median household income (adjusted for family size). Given that the aggregate area 
median household income for Lexington County in 2009 is $62,100 (for a household of 
four), households earning $49,700 or less annually are considered low-income. 

 

 Moderate- to upper-income households are those earning 81 percent or more of the 
area median income (adjusted for family size). Thus, such households in Lexington 
County earn more than $49,700 and in many instances more than the 2009 area median 
income of $62,100 (for a household of four). 

 
Of the 83,240 households in Lexington County, 31,487 of them (or more than 37 percent of all 
the households in Lexington County) have incomes at or below 80 percent of the area median 
income of $62,100. These households can be segmented as follows:  
 

 8,139 with incomes less than or equal to 30 percent of the area median income 
(extremely low-income); 

 

 8,563 with incomes of 31 to 50 percent of the area median income (very low-income);  
 

 14,785 households with incomes of 51 to 80 percent of the area median income (low-
income); and 

 

 52,753 households with incomes of 81 percent or more of the area median income 
(moderate- to upper-income) 

 
A housing problem is defined as a cost burden of greater than 30 percent of household income 
and/or other housing problems such as overcrowding (more than one person per room) and/or 
without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities. Costs burden is defined as the fraction of a 
ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ CƻǊ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 
rent paid by the tenant plus utilities. For owners, housing costs include mortgage payments, 
taxes, insurance and utilities.  
 
Out of the total households 19,728 (23.7 percent of county households) are experiencing some 
sort of housing problem. The vast majority of those problems are associated with cost burden. 
Of the total county households 21.7 percent or 18,063 have a cost burden of at least 30 percent 
and 8.1 percent of total county households (6,742) have a cost burden that exceeds 50 percent 
of income. In addition, some 854 households (1.02 percent of total county households) have 
housing problems exclusively associated with substandard conditions such as overcrowding or 
incomplete kitchen or plumbing facilities. 
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A. Renter Households 

Nearly one-half (49.7 percent) of all renter households with incomes at or below 80 percent 
area median income experience at least one housing problem. This represents 5,743 
households. Of this number 46.1 percent (5,336) have housing burdens more than or equal to 
30 percent of their income and 2,516 (21.8 percent) have housing burdens that exceed 50 
percent of their income. There are also 407 (3.5 percent) of the target rental households that 
have housing problems associated with substandard conditions alone. 

1. Extremely Low -Income Renters 

Among extremely low-income renters, large related households (i.e. those with five or more 
members) experience many more housing problems than other groupsτ82.3 percent 
experience  housing problems, 73.9 percent pay 30 percent or more for housing, and 49.5 
percent pay 50 percent or more for housing. Extremely low-income elderly households 
experience less housing problems than other groups, with 53.5 percent encountering housing 
problems, 51.4 percent encountering a 30 percent or more cost-burdened and 37.2 percent 
encountering a 50 percent or more cost-burdened. 

2. Very Low-Income Renters  

Among very low-income renters, 67.3 percent of persons living alone experience housing 
problems. Among those renters that are 30 percent or more cost burdened, 66.9 percent are 
persons living alone and 51.2 percent are small related households. Small related households 
(i.e. those with two to four members) are less likely to be 50 percent or more cost burdened 
while elderly and individual and unrelated households (i.e. a person living alone or a 
householder who shares the home with nonrelatives) are more likely to pay 50 percent or more 
for housing. 

3. Low- Income Renters  

A higher percentage (40.3 percent) of large related households (i.e. those with five or more 
persons) experience one or more housing problems than other low-income groups. Elderly 
households are more likely to be cost burdenedτnearly one-third spend more than 30 percent 
of income for housing expenses. They are more likely to be severely cost burdened, as 15.0 
percent spend more than half of their income on housing expenses. Of the individuals living 
alone, nearly one-quarter are cost burdened by 30 percent or more. 

4. Moderate - to Upper -Income Renters  

Some 7.4 percent of moderate- to upper-income renter households (546 households) are 
experiencing some sort of housing problem. Nearly three percent of them (200 households) are 
experiencing a cost burden of more than 30 percent and 30 households (0.04 percent) are 
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experiencing a cost burden of more than 50 percent. Some 141 small elderly households (20.4 
percent) and 139 large related households (25.3 percent) are the most seriously impacts groups 
among these renters. aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŜƭŘŜǊƭȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ŏƻǎǘ 
burdens exceeding ол ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ 
associated with substandard living condition (i.e. overcrowding or incomplete plumbing or 
kitchen facilities). 

B. Owner Households 

More than 52 percent (7,940) of all owner households with incomes at or below 80 percent of 
area median income experience a housing problem. The percentage of extremely low-income 
owners who experience a cost burden over 30 percent is 50.09 percent (7,630). Those who 
experience a cost burden over 50 percent are 28.47 percent (4,337) of this ownership group. 
However, a relative small percentage, 2.04 percent (310), of this group of owner households 
are experiencing housing problems strictly associated with substandard physical conditions. 

1. Extremely Low -Income Owners 

Among extremely low-income homeowners, 96.4 percent of large related households 
experience the greatest number of housing problems (i.e. incomplete plumbing or kitchen 
facilities, overcrowding or cost burden). They also experience the greatest incidence of cost 
burden over 30 percent, as well as over 50 percent. Just 29.3 percent of elderly households 
experience cost burden over 50 percent, while more than one-half of the large and small 
related homeowner households pay 50 percent or more of their income to cover housing 
expenses, with 49.5 percent of individual owners living alone paying more than 50 percent. 

2. Very Low-Income Owners  

More than 83 percent of large related households experience some housing problems. With the 
exception of elderly households (of which 26.8 percent are 30 percent cost burdened), nearly 
one-half (45.7 percent) of all very low-income owners are 30 percent or more cost burdened. 
And 40.5 percent, individuals and unrelated households have the highest incidence of spending 
more than 50 percent of their income for housing expenses. 

3. Low-Income Owners  

Non-elderly owners are much more likely than elderly owners to experience one or more 
housing problems, with large related households, at 51.5 percent, encountering the most 
problems. More than 40 percent of individual and unrelated households experience a cost 
burden of more than 30 percent but only 11 percent experience a cost burden of more than 50 
percent. Large related and elderly households are least likely to be 50 percent or more costs 
burdened. Overall, owners are more likely than renters to experience a cost burden. 
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4. Moderate - to Upper -Income Owners 

Non-elderly owners are more likely than elderly owners to experience housing problems in this 
income grouping, just as among the low-income owners. Large related households, at 14.2 
percent, are encountering the most problems and 15.2 percent of individuals and unrelated 
households are experiencing housing problems. But in all cases where households in this group 
are experiencing problems, those tend to be associated with a housing cost burden of more 
than 30 percent. 
 
Table 15 displays the characteristics of low and moderate income households in Lexington 
County. There are 3,810 renter households with incomes of 30 percent or less of the MFI. In 
this group, 62 percent have a rent burden of over 50 percent of their income and 69 percent 
have a rent burden of over 30 percent of their income. In the renter household group with an 
income of 31 to 50 percent of MFI, the cost burden is over 50 percent for 12.6 percent and over 
30 percent for 54 percent of the renter households. Owner households in the same income 
categories have slightly smaller cost burdens in most cases. 
 
Table 15 projects an increasing population in Lexington County and estimates the number of 
households in low income categories by type of household in the next five years. The table 
estimates that there will be 2,919 renter households with housing problems at an income of 30 
or less than the MFI, and there will be 1,920   renter households with housing problems at an 
income level of 31 to 50 percent of the MFI. There will also be 1,368 renters with a housing 
problem at 51 to 80 percent of the MFI. Homeowner households are projected to have higher 
numbers in each of these income categories, with 2,967 at 30 percent of less of MFI, 2,807 at 
31 to 50 percent MFI, and 4,089 at 51 to 80 percent MFI. The table shows that there will be a 
challenge for Lexington County to meet this projected need. 
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Table 15. Low-Income Households in Lexington County (2000) 12 

(HUD Table 1C) 
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Household Income of 50% or 
Less of MFI 

1,073 2,828 502 2,518 6,921 4,417 3,138 622 1,604 9,781 16,702 

Household Income of 30% or 
Less of  MFI 

699 1,394 283 1,434 3,810 2,013 1,219 258 839 4,329 8,139 

% with any housing problems 53.5 75.3 82.3 72.8 70.9 54.3 70.5 98.4 64.2 63.4 66.9 

% Cost Burden Over 30% 51.4 73.8 73.9 71.8 69 53.1 69.3 84.9 61.9 61.3 64.9 

% Cost Burden Over 50%  37.2 51.9 49.5 59.6 51.9 29.3 58.7 69.8 49.5 43.9 47.6 

Household Income of 31% to 
50% MFI 

374 1,434 219 1,084 3,111 2,404 1,919 364 765 5,452 8,563 

% with any housing problems 41.2 53.6 56.6 67.3 57.1 27 60.1 83.5 64.1 47.6 51.1 

% Cost Burden Over 30% 41.2 51.2 31.5 66.9 54.1 26.8 59.1 64.3 62.1 45.7 48.7 

% Cost Burden Over 50%  14.4 8 1.8 20.3 12.6 12.5 28.7 16.2 40.5 22.4 18.8 

Household Income of 51% to 
80% MFI 

400 1,858 444 1,945 4,647 2,770 4,488 970 1,910 10,138 14,785 

% with any housing problems 32.5 24.9 40.3 25.4 27.3 16.6 44.4 51.5 43.5 37.3 34.2 

% Cost Burden Over 30% 32.5 20.3 11 24.2 22.1 15.7 41.8 40.7 43.5 34.9 30.9 

 % Cost Burden Over 50%  15 2.1 0 2.3 3.1 2.9 10.2 5.2 11 7.9 6.4 

 

                                                 
12

 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Comprehensive Housing Affordability (CHAS) Database. 
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Table 16. Low-Income Households in Lexington County (2000) 13 

 Household by Type, 
Income, & Housing 
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Household Income of 30% or 
Less of MFI with any housing 
problem 

404 1,135 252 1,129 2,919 1,182 929 274 582 2,967 5,887 

Household Income of 31% to 
50%  MFI with any housing 
problem 

167 831 134 789 1,920 702 1,247 329 530 2,807 4,727 

Household Income of 51% to 
80% MFI with any housing 
problem 

141 500 193 534 1,368 497 2,154 540 898 4,089 5,457 

Source: CHAS data and Policy Maps (assumes 8.01% population growth from 2009 to 2014) 
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 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Comprehensive Housing Affordability (CHAS) Database. 
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C. Disproportionate Needs  

Information available from the 2000 census has been analyzed to identify the extent to which 
racial or ethnic groups may have disproportionately greater needs compared to the housing 
needs of all groups in Lexington County. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ άŘƛǎǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀǘŜƭȅ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƴŜŜŘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴtage of 
persons in a category is at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in 
ŀ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΦέ 
 
The table below illustrates that when white households are used as the standard from which 
disproportion is measured, the following conclusions can be drawn: 
 

 Black rental family households, in general but not in any one category of income are 
disproportionately needy; 

 

 Hispanic rental family households, in all categories, are disproportionately needy; 
 

 Black owner family households with incomes of 50 percent or more of the median are 
disproportionately needy; and 

 

 Hispanic owner family households with incomes of 30 percent or less of the median and 
80 percent or more of the median are disproportionately needy. 

 
Table 17. Households with Any Housing Problems 

Household 

Percent of Median Family Income 

30% or  
Less 

30 to 50% 50 to 80% 
80% or  
More 

All  
Households 

Renter Family Households 

White 75.3% 50.9% 27.7% 4.5% 25.4% 

Black 78.3% 50.0% 23.2% 12.2% 41.6% 

Hispanic 68.4% 100.0% 93.8% 45.2% 68.6% 

All Households 70.9% 57.1% 27.3% 7.4% 33.2% 

Owner Family Households 

White 74.7% 64.1% 43.3% 9.0% 17.6% 

Black 73.2% 64.4% 55.1% 23.5% 32.6% 

Hispanic 91.8% 62.5% 8.2% 25.0% 34.0% 

All Households 63.4% 47.6% 37.3% 9.8% 20.9% 

Source: CHAS Data Book 

 
When using all households as the standard from which disproportion is measured, the following 
conclusions can be drawn: 
 

 Hispanic renter households at all income levels above 30 percent of the median are 
disproportionately needy; 
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 Black owner households at all income levels are disproportionately needy; and 
 

 Hispanic owner households with incomes of 30 percent or less of the median, 30 to 50 
percent of the median, and 80 percent or more of the median are disproportionately 
needy. 

 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ I¦5Ωǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀǘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
some of the lending practices and foreclosure data identified in the County.  

1. Lending Denials  

Of all of the loan applications filed with the banks in Lexington County during 2007, white 
customers accounted for the greatest number, not surprisingly since they also account for more 
ǘƘŀƴ ул ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ [ŜȄƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōƭŀŎƪ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ нп 
percent more likely to have their application rejected because of inappropriate debt-to-income 
ratios, nearly 73 percent more likely to be rejected because of inadequate collateral, more than 
58 percent more likely to be rejected because of insufficient cash even though their rejection 
rates for all other reasons comparable to if not better than that for white applicants. Applicants 
from other population groups also suffered from worse rates of rejection in a few cases such as 
Native Americans and Asians for lack of collateral. The black/white disparity seems to be 
related to the generally lesser accumulation of wealth among the black applicants, which often 
is associated with a higher degree of indebtedness. 
 

Table 18. Reasons for Denial by Race 
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Native American 12.5% 0.0% 37.5% 37.5% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8 

Asian 22.6% 0.0% 24.5% 37.7% 3.8% 0.0% 11.3% 0.0% 0.0% 53 

Black 20.3% 1.0% 34.4% 17.2% 1.6% 4.2% 7.3% 0.0% 14.1% 576 

Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 4 

White 16.4% 1.4% 33.5% 21.8% 2.4% 4.1% 7.3% 0.2% 12.8% 7,995 

Source: HMDA Database 

2.   Foreclosures Issues 

The areas in and around the southeastern Lexington County communities of Gaston and 
Swansea have seen some of the most highest foreclosure activity in the 18 months between 
January 2007 and June 2008. The towns and environs of Lexington and Red Banks have also 
experienced relatively heavy foreclosure activity, as have Irmo and Seven Oaks in the 
communities in the northern end of the county near Lake Murray. 
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Figure 11. Estimated Foreclosures (January 2007-June 2008) 

 

 
In those developing areas in southeastern Lexington County where the incidence of 
foreclosures has been high (87 percent), there is also high minority population concentration 
(22 percent). This is also the area of recent development, some of which was undoubtedly first-
time homebuyer, which most likely was impacted by the recent difficulties with predatory 
lending and sub-prime loans. Other areas of significant minority population, most notably 
ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ по ǇŜǊŎent 
minority population, suffered a relatively modest 44 foreclosures between January 2007 and 
June 2008. Within the western portions of the City of Lexington and its environs, 56 
foreclosures were recorded in this area of 27 percent minority population. The West Columbia 
area with a 44 percent minority population only experienced 23 foreclosures. However, the 
areas immediately south of Lake Murray where the minority population is 15 percent suffered 
138 foreclosures. 
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Figure 12. Percent Minority Population 

 

D. Supportive Housing for Non-Homeless Persons with Special 
Needs 

In examining supportive housing for persons with special needs, Lexington County has 
considered the needs of the elderly, persons with disabilities (including mental, physical, and 
developmental), persons who are chemically dependent, and persons with HIV/AIDS.  
 
There are specific and unique needs for each special needs population; however, there are 
some common issues that are relevant to the category of the special needs population as a 
whole. The majority of special needs persons have limited incomes attributed to a lack of 
employment. Elderly persons who are no longer working, disabled persons with limited 
employment options, and persons who are chemically dependent or may have HIV/AIDS are 
often unable to obtain or sustain continued employment. 

1. Elderly and Frail Elderly Persons  

Elderly persons generally need an environment that provides several areas of assistance or 
convenience. First, the availability of healthcare is important, since health problems generally 
become more prevalent with aging. Second, availability of assistance with daily activities such 


